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a6 all times like snares and traps. Have not bad Architects often
constructed other buildings which, though they thought them strong,
came down of their own accord ? What if this style is subject to
the same contingency ? Suppose the spectres disturb the soil ? They
are evil. Nor have I known any foundation laid on so firm a rock
that the spectres are unable to do anything to overturn it. What
will you do here ? What, when your art will declare and obstinately
maintain that the durability of the crown of the column is doubtful,
unless you previously knoiv with certainty, that the column neither
consists of fragile material nor rests on the sand, but is based on
solid rock, rock which the underground spirits are unable ever to
overturn ? What, when it will repudiate both the matter and the
form of this column ? (Here with a jocular audacity he produced a
representation of one of these very columns which the Architect had
set up in his chapel.) What about ot/ier things of this kind? If
you urge them he will say, ' Wait till I know that there is a rock
beneath me and that no ghosts can ever overturn it.' But you will
reply, { This has at least the advantage that, though it sets up no neiv
pillars., it safely avoids constructing any wrongly? TJiat is a capital
preventive of the child's catarrh etc., as above1. I will not continue,
as the rest is too coarse for repetition. So I ask the reader to
compare the present replies with the similar versions of which my
critic is the author.

Now this reply like the preceding is convicted of the most
impudent falsehood by the existence itself of the chapel in question,
since there were in it many strong columns, among them that very
one, the picture of which the Workman displayed, making out that
the Architect had repudiated it. In the same way my writings
definitely settle the fact that I do not cast aspersions on the
syllogism and deface its ancient form; I have used it in my writings
wherever there was need. Among other syllogistic arguments he
has extracted from fc my works that very one of which he here
pretends that I reject both the matter and the form. For it will
be found at the end of the reply to the First set of Objections, in
Proposition 1, where I prove the existence of God. Moreover I"
cannot see what is his purpose in making this fabrication, unless
perhaps he wishes to hint that everything which I have propounded
as true and certain is in conflict with that renunciation of doubtful
beliefs with which alone he wishes to identify my Method. Now
this is just the same as, and not less childish and silly than, if the
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